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1 . This written opinion is the first drawn up by this International Preliminary Examining Authority. 

2. This opinion contains indications relating to the following items: 
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citations and explanations supporting such statement 

Certain document cited 

Certain defects in the international application 



3 The applicant is hereby invited to reply to this opinion. 

'••WW Seem S *mellrn*ina7^^ 

" truest this Authority to grant an extension, see Rule 66.2(d). 

By sutnnWing a wrtosn rep* accompan.e^ere **^» B ™£™ " ^ 

For the form and Ihe language of the amendments, soe Rules 66.8 ano 

For an informal communication with the examiner, soe Rule 66.6. 
. no rap* is M the Internationa. pre.im.nary examination report wi,. be Wished on the basis of this opinion. 

4 The final date by which the international preliminary ^/m/onm 
e^minatian report mu^t bC estaWiahod according to Ru.e 69^ .s: 14/10/2001. 
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Oestergaard, M 
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WR ITTEN OPINION Wggggggg^ PCT/CAOO/00706 

I. Basis of the opinion 

Description, pages: 

1-10 as originally filed 

Claims, No.: 

1 _2o as originally tiled 

Drawings, sheets: 

-j _ 7 as originally filed 



These e.ements were available or furnished to this Authority in the foiling language: , wh,ch ,s ; 

□ the language of a translation furnished forthe purposes of the international search (under Rule 23.1(b)). 

n the lanauaqe of publication of the international application (under Rule 43.3(b)). 



55.2 and/or 55.3). 



3. WUh ^ «, an, nuceoaoe an^or ^^^^0^^^ aPP " C °' ton ' " 
international preliminary examination was earned out on the oasis ot ine M 

□ contained in the international application in written form. 

D filed together with the international application in computer readable form. 
O furnished subsequently to this Authority in written form. 

□ furnished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. disclosure in 

□ The statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing does not go beyond the disclosure 
the international application as filed has been furnished. 

O ™Ln,*^e raeo^d in oo m pu,er— on. ■.—->*«««■" 

listing has been furnished. 
4. The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 



□ the description, pages: 

□ the claims, Nos.: 



PCT/1PEA/408 (Boxes I-VU1, Sheet 1) (July 1998) 
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□ the drawings, sheets: 

5 p This .port has b een estate as it (some c, Jj— - « — ^ "~ ^ 

5 - consideredtogobeyondmedis^ 

(Any rep/acemenf sheet containing such amendments must be referred 10 
report.) 

6. Additional observations, if necessary: 

V K-sonea «„d.r Bu„ mjmt — , - * ^ " 

" citations and explanations supporting such statement 

1 nSTn) Claims No 1.4,8.9,12,15-^5,6,10.11.20 

.nventivestepdS) Cairns No 2,3,7.13,14.18,19 Yes 5.6,10,1 1,20 

industrial applicability <IA) Claims Yes 1 -20 

2. Citations and explanations 
see separate sheet 

VII Certain defects in the international application 

The following defects in the form or contents of the intemationa. application have been noted: 
see separate sheet 

VIII Certain observations on the International application 

The ~— « - « — > - - — * - " " °" ^ ^ ™" 

claims are fully supported by the description, are made; 

-- -see separate sheet 
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Section V: 



° nV: J tm o, A rK S ■ "PUBLISHED WORKS: EXTENDING 

VOUR DE^oTw^TH P WINDWARD GROUP - NEWS AND V.EWS, 

fmeHional search. It«* considered to be particular* Levant for claims 
1 4T9 2 15-17meaning that the inventions claimed in these eia.ms cannot be 
Lti'de red to be novel or to involve an inventive step when taking this document 
Ze The Mowing document D2 , EP-A-284924 (IBM) was also found dunng 
Snie-matlona, search: It MUM*** to be ^^T^^ 
' 4 8 meaning that the inventions claimed in these claims cannot be considered 
he novel" to involve an inventive step when taking this document alone.The 
be novel or to ,n MICROSYSTEMS INC) was 

further documents D3 = EP-A 9U«s 10 19 meaning in this case that 

considered particularly relevant for claims 2,3,7,13.14.19 meaning i 
wC taken together with document D1, the claimed invention Is cons,dered to be 
:r o fto a person skilled in the art related to me t-hnica, «e^ the current 
ao^tion The document 04 = "JAVA DYNAMIC MANAGEMENT KIT , SUN 
^CR?SYSTEMS INC., 'Online! 1998, pages 1-2, XP000215807 also found 
dig *e Wemationa. search was considered aiso o, particular relevance for 
err 1 a in this case meaning, that when taken together with £ he 

claimed invention is considered to be obvious to a person skilled ,n the 
to the technical field of the current application. 

The Applicant is therefore requested to carefully analyse documents D1. D2, D3 
Ind D4 and the bearing they have on the subiect matter of the current set of 

- subiect matter he is Tasked, o give a reasoned argument to th s MJ»P^ 
^difference between any independent claim with the teachings <*J*-°^ 
and D4. If necessary he is asked to amend the set of claims. Care should also be 
"ken to overcome! objections to clarity pu. forward below ,n section VIII of «h,s 



written opinion. 



Section VH: 
2 



^Independent claims 1 ,6,9,12 do no. specify correspond,ng se s «^n^. 
features This leads to lack of conciseness of the claims contrary to Art cle 6 POT. 
H rther leads to doubts about which are the technical features o, the invention. 
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SEPARATE SHEET . 

because any independent claim should include those technical features in 
accordance with Rule 6.3(a) PCT. Due to the alternative formulations .t becomes 
not clear which these technical features are. 

The documents D1 .D2.D3.D4 were cited in the international search report and 
indicated as particularly relevant with respect to the claimed inventton. The 
Applicant is requested to observe Rule 5.1 (ii and iii)PCT by indicating 
D1D2.D3.D4 in the description and to adapt the description .njuch a ^way that an 
advahtagebus-effectrif any, cafTbe-anderetood-withTespecW^^^^,-- ^ 

The technical features mentioned in the claims shall preferably be followed by 
reference signs relating to such features, see Rule 6.2(b) PCT. 

The ndependent claims 1 ,6.9,12 are not in the two-part form in accordance with 
Rule 6 3(b) PCT, which in the present case would be appropriate, w. h those fea- 
tures known in combination from the prior art (document D1) being placed ,n the 
preamble (Rule 6.3(b)(i) PCT) and with the remaining features be.ng .ncluded ,n 
the characterising part (Rule 6.3(b)(ii) PCT). 



r^Til -6,9.12 are no, clear for the following -sons: The 

,n these Cairns Is such that the sets do not specify corresponding , e aturesJ=la,ms 
6 9 are related to determination whether a list of objects from an archive was 
being oommited when a device was powered-off. The system of claim 12 is 

— ' generally cc^esponding to the me,hbrof ciamT, buTaadSa or. the .a*™, lines 
the feature cf allowing device recovery upon initialization it a said dance loses 
power during a said commission. I, becomes thus not clear whether the power-off 
related recovery of interrupted commissioning of a lis. of objects ,s an . essential 
technicai feature. In such a case it should be Included In any independent claim 
see Rule 6.3 PCT. In the present case i, would seem that it may such an essenfal 
technical feature. 
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